77

TIPPECANOE COUNTY COUNCIL
BUDGET HEARINGS
AUGUST 23, 2010

The Tippecanoe County Council met on Monday, August 23, 2010, Tuesday, August 24, 2010, and
September 30, 2010 in the Tippecanoe Room at the Tippecanoe County Office Building. Council
members present were: President Andrew S. Gutwein, Vice President Roland K. Winger, Members John
R. Basham, Jeffrey A. Kemper, Kevin L. Underwood, and Kathy Vernon. Also present were Attorney
David W. Luhman, Auditor Jennifer Weston, and Secretary Kay Muse. Absent was Betty J. Michael.

President Gutwein called the meeting to order and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

President Gutwein said that with the expected challenges of this year the budget hearing process would be
slightly different from previous years. He went on to say that, the $2,000,000 that needs to be cut from
the budget this year is not in itself the problem. The problem is that the departments have turned in flat
budget requests. So with no new requests and with the higher health insurance cost coupled with the
lower COIT tax revenue it will be a challenge to find those cuts. Councilmember Gutwein said that
neither of those items is expected to change in the coming years, adding that unemployment is still high.
Taking these issues into consideration the Council must make changes that will have a lasting impact. He
went on to say that at times it may seem that the Council is trying to balance the budget on the backs of
the county employees, adding that he does not want that to be the perception but realistically 80% of the
counties expenditures are personnel-related expenses. Councilmember Gutwein added that
Councilmember Betty J. Michael would not be attending today’s meeting due to health issues.

Auditor Jennifer Weston stated that the first item on the agenda is for Attorney Dave Luhman to read
aloud the ordinance for appropriation and tax rates. This sets out the General Fund, Cumulative Capital,
Cumulative Bridge, Reassessment, and the Jail Lease rates as the Council would adopt them.

Attorney Luhman stated the Council is required to adopt an ordinance for appropriations and tax rates on
two readings. It will be read and voted on for the first time at this meeting. The Council may discuss the
various items in the budget, such as the revenue, expenses, and other items where a consensus is reached
with particular matter. If the Council cannot reach a consensus on an item then a request for a motion to
take action will be requested and must be approved by a majority vote. There is time between now and
the time when the Council on second reading must adopt the ordinance.

Attorney Luhman read the following Ordinance 2010-15-CL for Appropriation and Tax Rates.
Budget Form 4 (Rev. 1985)

ORDINANCE FOR APPROPRIATIONS AND TAX RATES

Be it ordained by the County Council of Tippecanoe, Indiana: that for the expenses of the County
government and its institutions for the year ending December 31, 2011, the sums of money shown on
Budget Form 4-A are hereby appropriated and ordered set apart out of the several funds herein named and
for the purposes herein specified, subject to the laws governing the same. Such sums herein appropriated
shall be held to include all expenditures authorized to be made during the year, unless otherwise expressly
stipulated and provided for by law. In addition, for the purposes of raising revenues to meet the necessary
expenses of County government, tax rates are shown on Budget Form 4-B and included herein. Two (2)
copies of Budget Forms 4-A and 4-B for all funds and departments are made a part of the budget report
submitted herewith.
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Presented to the County Council of Tippecanoe County, Indiana, and read in full for the first time this
23rd day of August 2010.

Attest:
Jennifer Weston, Auditor Andrew S. Gutwein, President

Presented to the County Council of Tippecanoe County, Indiana, and read in full for the second time, and
adopted this30th day of September, 2010 by the following vote:

Aye Nay

John R. Basham IT
Andrew S. Gutwein
Jeffrey A. Kemper
Betty J. Michael
Kathy Vernon
Roland K. Winger
Kevin L. Underwood

ATTEST:
Jennifer Weston, Auditor

¢ Councilmember Underwood moved to approve the Ordinance for Appropriation and Tax
Rates on first reading, second by Councilmember Vernon; motion carried.

REVIEW OF ALLOWABLE BUDGET

Auditor Weston reviewed the contents of the budget packets provided to Council members. An estimated
budget for the General Fund of $39,107,900 was proposed by the various County departments.

Calculation of 2011 Levy - 18 Month Tax Method

Budget Requests for the year 2011 39,107,900
Anticipated Expenditures from July 1 through Dec 31, 2010 20,098,527
Anticipated Additional Appropriations July through Dec, 2010 429,035
18 Month Expenditures 59,635,462
Cash Balance 6/30/2010 1,090,919
Anticipated 2010 Tax Collections @ 99% 9,122,433
Anticipated Misc Rev from July 1 through Dec 31, 2010 10,538,609
Miscellaneous Revenue Projected for the year 2011 17,266,654
18 Month Revenues 38,018,615
Property Tax Required to Meet Budget Requests 21,616,847
Proposed Operating Balance 500,000

REQUESTED TAX LEVY 22,116,847
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Auditor Weston began with four scenarios based on expected assessed valuation and how the tax rate for
the General Fund would be determined.

The four scenarios are as follows:

1. unchanged assessed value
2. 10% decrease

3. 5% decrease

4, 5% increase

Auditor Weston stated that the 5% decrease is the most likely scenario, however the rates the Council is
being asked to adopt are based on a 10% decrease, thus allowing for any overlooked items. The Auditor’s
office has received the assessed valuations from the Assessor and is working toward getting those values
certified, however, an exact number is not yet available. Various items are added to the maximum levy
and we know that the growth quotient is 2.9%. The DLGF has stated that an excess levy can be applied
for and is something the Council can consider. The amount of levy that the County can raise is
$21,000,000. The circuit breaker for 2010 was 2.5% of the levy and considering that assessed values are
going down and rates will go up, the expected circuit breaker should be around 3% of the levy. For
budgeting purposes, it appears that the Council could utilize a levy of $19.9 million, leaving about $2.2
million to be cut. The 2010 budget was $37.3 million which is slightly higher than the $36.8 million for
2011. Auditor Weston added that she does not expect a 15% increase in the tax rate, adding that it will
most likely be around 8%. Councilmember Basham asked to clarify that last years budget was 37.3
million and the Council has a request of $39.1 million for 2011, and needs to reach 36.9 million to
balance the budget; Auditor Weston said that was correct adding that when looking at revenue versus
expense the needed cut also comes to $2.2 million. Councilmember Gutwein stated for clarity that the
potential swing in the assessed values impacts the rate, but not the revenue. Auditor Weston said it does
not significantly impact the revenue, adding it is a difference of $19.9 million or $19.8 million. Auditor
Weston added that $19.6 was used for budgeting purposes adding that she would be comfortable with the
Council increasing that to no higher than $19.8. Councilmember Winger asked what data was used to
determine the 5% decrease in property values versus a 10% decrease. Auditor Weston explained that she
used gross values received from the Assessor. Gross value went down 5% and the net may not go down
that far. Historically there is 1 or 2 percent difference. There was no significant difference in dollars.

2011 Proposed Levy to be Raised
' 2010 Estimated Net Assessed Value

90% 2009 95%2009°  105% 2009
2009 NAV NAYV (10% NAV { 5%5 - NAYV (5%
(unchanged) decrease) decrease) increase)
Estimated 2011 Normal Maximum Levy (+2.9%) 21,349,498 21,349,498 21,349,498
Minus Levy Excess 0 0 0
Plus Financial Institutions Tax 31,813 31,813 31,813
Plus Misc Changes - Mental Health 914,453 914,453 914,453
Plus Misc Changes - Mental Retardation 650,395 585,356 682,915
Plus Misc Changes - Cumulative Capital Development 1,326,806 1,194,126 1,393,146
‘Working Maximum Levy 24,272,965 24,075,246 24,371,825
Plus Excess Levy Request* 500,000 500,000 500,000
Total (Working Maximum Levy plus Excess Levy) 24,772,965 24,575,246 24,871,825
Less:
Cumulative Bridge Levy ($0.035 per $100 AV) 2,276,383 2,048,745 2,390,202
Cumulative Capital Development Levy ($0.0204 per $100 AV) 1,326,806 1,194,126 1,393,146
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Reassessment Levy (set annually by DLGF) 2.9% incr. ? 315,000 315000 -~ 315000 | 315,000
Proposed 2011 General Fund Amount of Levy to be Raised 20,854,776 21,017,375 20,936,076 20,773,477
Budget Request for 2011

Year Tax Rate
Budget Requests for the year 2011 39,107,900 2010 0.3053
Anticipated Expenditures from July 1 through Dec 31, 2010 20,098,527 2009 0.2856
Anticipated Additional Appropriations July through Dec, 2010 429,035 2008 02312
18 Month Expenditures 59,635,462 2007 0.2354
Cash Balance 6/30/2010 1,090,919
Anticipated 2010 Tax Collections @ 99% 9,122,433
Anticipated Misc Rev from July 1 through Dec 31, 2010 10,538,609
Miscellaneous Revenue Projected for the year 2011 17,266,654
18 Month Revenues 38,018,615
Property Tax Required to Meet Budget Requests 21,616,847
Proposed Operating Balance 500,000
REQUESTED TAXLEVY 22,116,847

REVIEW OF GENERAL FUND ANTICIPATED REVENUE

Note: Council action by consensus to increase/decrease General Fund revenue line items is shown in
Appendix A. Formal budget adoption is to be held October 12.

Auditor Weston reminded Council members that they should review the second half of 2010 revenues as
well as the proposal for 2011. The bottom line total anticipated revenue for 2011 is represented as

follows:
Change 10 Change 10
to 11 (%) to 11 ($) 2011 Estimate
Totals -1% -467,757 36,866,654
Total Misc Revenue Only 17,266,654
Misc Revenue as % of Total 46.8%
Misc Revenue Change from 2010 Approved -7.3%

Councilmember Kemper said that he has concerns about the estimated revenue from the last 6 months of
2010. Auditor Weston said that the last 6 months brings in more revenue such as excise, which is
received during settlements in July and December and typically is higher in December than July. IV-D
reimbursements also generally come in higher in the second half of the year.

County Option Income Tax (COIT) countywide totals have been certified to counties; however, the
individual units’ certifications have not. Tippecanoe County is receiving a nearly 14% decline in COIT
for 2012, which equates to $2.5 million. The County, as a government unit, will experience about 40% of
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this decline. Councilmember Basham inquired whether or not this number could be adjusted to reflect the
state of the economy and unemployment rates within the county. President Gutwein explained that the
number is provided by the State based on actual income returns from 18 months prior. With the lag in
payment to the counties, actual collections are what are certified to the County and the number will not
vary. Today’s economic conditions will be reflected in the next year or two.

Municipal election reimbursement can vary greatly depending on whether or not Vote Centers are
allowed by legislation that may be proposed early in the session next year. If not, precinct elections will
be more costly and hence increase reimbursement from the municipalities. There are a number of
election expenses that are not reimbursable — the County is responsible for those costs.

Public Defender fees could increase by $100,000 to $200,000 as judges assess a public defender fee. Not
all of those assessments will be collected. In addition, the reimbursement from the State Commission has
increased and another $50,000 could be anticipated for 2011. Members agreed to increase that line by
$50,000.

Due to changes in the Assistance for Residents in County Homes (ARCH) program, the Villa is
anticipating a decrease in payments to the County. Occupancy is increasing, with an average of 10 empty
beds. For next year, occupancy is expected to continue to increase.

Councilmember Underwood proposed Probation user fees remain as submitted. While there was a
question in regard to increased participants in the system, the economy has proven to make collections of
fees more difficult.

Due to an injunction to hold the 2010 per diem for residential placement fees, the per diem for Cary
Home is held at the same as 2009 rates. There is uncertainty surrounding the length of term of the
injunction; however, Youth Services Director Rebecca Humphrey feels some compromise could be
reached to budget for a 2% or 5% decline instead of the 10% which these numbers are based from. She
feels comfortable that they will reach the 2010 goal of $1,400,000.

Sheriff Tracy Brown presented an updated spreadsheet of DOC billings vs. collections to date. There is
about a 6 month lag between billing and collection. For example, the billing sent in September represents
July costs. DOC is currently paid up through February 2010. Billings average $140,000 to $150,000
more recently. In light of that, he is comfortable increasing 2011 anticipated revenue to $1,500,000 and
increasing the second half of 2010 by $50,000.

REVIEW OF GENERAL FUND DEPARTMENTAL BUDGETS

Note: Council action by consensus to increase/decrease General Fund budgeted line items is shown in
Appendix B. Formal budget adoption is to be held October 12.

To begin the expense side of the discussion, President Gutwein asked Human Resource Coordinator
Shirley Mennen to give an overview of the health insurance renewal progress and impact of the Wellness
Center. Changing the plan could save up to $400,000. Taking away the Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
discount of $10 per month on premiums could save $48,000. Bumping the employee share to 20% would
save $825,000; however, the for a median pay level, this cost would account for 25% of the employee’s
pay. She also mentioned that some plan changes are being changed to incentivize employees to use the
Wellness Center.
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Councilmember Basham asked about the amount of vacation, sick, and holiday time off for employees
and if this amount of time off could be excessive. President Gutwein suggested that the Commissioners
set the policies for time off. HR Coordinator Mennen mentioned that it appears coincidental that the
amount of maximum accrued time off would cover an employee for short term disability, if needed,
before long term coverage kicks in.

Councilmember Winger commented that these are good questions and the Council should be looking at
how the policies tie to actual cost, especially considering that at recent council meetings there have been
more and more requests for part time due to situations of covering sick and vacation. Councilmember
Vernon stated that if the Council is considering policy to cost, council members health insurance should
be offered at cost. The cities of Lafayette and West Lafayette do not pay health insurance benefits for
council members.

Employee contributions toward insurance benefits are 10% for employee, 11% for employee and spouse,
and 12% for employee and family. Those amounts could all be increased or it could be considered to
only increase the plans for family and spouse coverage.

A delegation of students from Lafayette’s sister city, Ota Japan, attended the Council budget hearings just
before lunch. President Gutwein explained the process the Council was undertaking and the purpose. An
interpreter was present and translated.

President Gutwein cautioned that as they look at making cuts, be careful not to cut too sharp, because we
end up paying for it later; the cuts should be aggressive but also realistic. Councilmember Winger
prepared a slide showing various groups that met for the first time this budget year and the respective
budget changes from one year to the next.

2011 Proposed

Council Groups GF Budget 2010 GF Budget | % Increase
Property

Services 1,360,664 1,403,511 -3.1%
Development 1,485,707 1,479,539 0.4%
Courts 1,464,324 1,265,912 16.6%
Court Related

Services 6,400,256 6,160,564 3.9%
Juvenile

Services 3,042,395 3,042,792 0.0%
Public Safety 9,545,232 9,439,126 1.1%
Commissioners 8,296,150 8,454,601 -1.9%
Other 7,513,172 6,083,682 23.5%
Grand Total 39,107,800 37,319,727 4.8%

Discussion with Assessor Samantha Steele focused on the status of reassessment and the balancing of the
Reassessment fund with work on reassessment. Questions surrounding travel and training and printing
costs were discussed.

Clerk Linda Phillips mentioned many court fines and fees are uncollectible due to the nature of prison
sentences and lack of assets. Councilmember Basham asked if liens could be put on property in order for
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the County to recoup some expenses. This could be looked at in cases where property is owned and has
some value.

Prosecutor Pat Harrington offered up a vacant Secretary position. The balance of Diversion funds was
noted as:

Fund 260 $442,221

Fund 261 $323,272

The grant for the Fatal Alcohol Crash Team (FACT) position has gone away and Pat would like to see the
position funded elsewhere — either the General Fund or diversion. He prefers the position be moved to
the General Fund with a possibility the State may divert user fees to the State and then more expenses
would need moved to General Fund. Council members chose to use Diversion at this time and will deal
with any changes as they become a reality. Prosecutor salaries include longevities and DPA increases.
Total increases equal approximately $70,000 and DPA changes amount to $57,986.

President Gutwein called to reconvene Tuesday, August 24 at 8:00 a.m. At the continuation of hearings
on August 24 the amount yet to cut was $1,008,231.

Councilmember Kemper opened discussion of court budgets by stating that one item of continued
discussion amongst judges has been the request for a Court Administrator position. Two duties of this
type of position would be to procure grants and to aggressively pursue collections. The position would
pay for itself; however, in light of the fact that budgets are tight and some positions may be eliminated
this year, Councilmember Kemper suggested the Council is not in a position to add positions. If it could
be done, it would be in place of other positions and the judges didn’t feel they could give up other
positions. The positions of Court Administrator and Assistant Administrator were removed from the
Ancillary budget. Also, a regular part time floating court reporter was removed from the Ancillary
budget. None of these positions had been created by the Board of Commissioners.

Public Defender Amy Hutchison offered up reductions at the request of Councilmember Kemper.
Revenue was re-addressed as Amy explained the implementation of judge’s ordering public defender fees
to be reimbursed back to the County. The Council chose to be conservative and monitor these receipts
instead of optimistically increasing revenue $100,000 - $200,000. Many of the public defender line items
were cut with the idea that Amy could come back for appropriation or use Fund 555 User Fee revenue.

In review of the Probation budgets, Council spent considerable time looking at sustainability of user fee
funds 510 and 511. In past years the adult and juvenile expenses were spread between the two funds
based on availability of cash and then recently re-distributed to show purely adult and purely juvenile
receipts and expenditures. Adult receipts supplement juvenile expenditures. Councilmember Underwood
asked to see the cash flow of the two funds as follows:

Adult User Fee Fund 510

2010Net | 2011 Budget

2004 Actual 2005 Actual 2006 Actual 2007 Actual | 2008 Actual | 2009 Actuals Budget | Request
Beginning Cash Balance 232,085 230,993 146,132 183,043 185,479 | 195,826 199,970 126913
:Receipts i 284,734 219,775 275,796 264,072 249,062 283,167 314,724 . 304,200
Disbursements | 285,825 | 304,637 238,885 | 261,637 238,714 279,023 387,781 : 218,905

Ending Cash Balance : 230,993 | 146,132 183,043 185479 ! 195,826 199,870 126,913 | 212,208
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Juvenile User Fee Fund 511 ‘

2010 Net 2011 Budget

B i 2004 Actual | 2005 Actual 2006 Actual 2007 Actual = 2008 Actual 2008 Actuals Budget Request
‘Beginning Cash Balance ; 52,673 71,298 90,140 118,502 161,588 171,878 162,420 (252,487)!
Receipts 69,109 83,886 116,215 120,677 | 115,904 138,175 128,502 86,000
Disbursements 50,483 65,044 87,853 77,591 105,615 -~ 147,633 543,409 467,637
Ending Cash Balance : 71,298 90,140 118,502 161,588 171,878 162,420 (252,487) (634,124)i

The net 2010 ending cash balance between the two funds will end up around $126,000 in the red.
Council members asked Chief Probation Officer Kipp Scott to come back with a plan for operating within
budget by the end of 2010 and into 2011.

Chief Probation Officer Kipp Scott suggested the slight declines in revenue are more likely due to
difficult collections, rather than a lower number of participants in the system.

Regarding Probation’s General Fund budget, part time was discussed. Superior Court 3 has a line item
“youth center operations” from which $42,000 was given to Probation for part time. The process to move
this money has been that the judge writes a check from Superior Court 3, the check is deposited in one of
the Probation funds and then appropriated. Auditor Weston is asking that the budget be appropriately
established at this time by reducing the Superior Court 3 budget and increasing the Probation budget to
eliminate the aforementioned process. President Gutwein agreed that if the use of the money has been
decided as part time, then it should be budgeted within the department it will be used. ($41,000 was the
actual amount transferred for 2011.)

Judge Rush offered further cuts from secure detention (DOC) line item in the amount of $65,000,
bringing the total reduction from the current year to $100,000. She asked to maintain some of the youth
center operations line for a project Rebecca was working on but did not have concrete numbers yet.

Council began the review of other budgets with the General Fund within $500,000 of balancing revenue
Vs. expenses.

REVIEW OF ALL OTHER BUDGETS

Note: Council action by consensus to increase/decrease budgeted line items for non-General funds is
shown in Appendix C. Formal budget adoption is to be held October 12.

Commissioners’ Assistant Frank Cederquist described projects from the Cumulative Capital Development
fund as proposed by the Commissioners. Some projects include the following: carpet in courthouse,
improvements to Ross House, AC and boiler replacement at the Villa, asphalt for parking at the
fairgrounds, bullet proof vests for the Sheriff department, sidewalk repair at Cary Home, and repairs to
the retaining wall around the courthouse.

Highway Executive Director Opal Kuhl discussed all highway budgets including MVH, Local Road and
Street, and Cumulative Bridge. She distributed a document showing her originally submitted budget with
a list of cuts/adjustments upon further review of her revenue streams. A new bridge inspection contract
has been signed, which increased in amount, however, the budget has been reduced because it will be
spread over a four year period. Two larger bridges will be under construction, 231 and Lindberg, over the
next few years as part of the 10 year plan. MVH revenue has gone from $4.2 million to $3.1 and is taking
the hardest hit. Local Road and Street (LRS) revenue has gone from $887,000 to $849,000. She believes
the declining receipts will hit bottom around 2012. This is when INDOT will have used all of the toll
road proceeds and may try to absorb more of the gas tax. She plans to make the budgets balance by



85

making cuts and shifting some of the expenses between funds. LOHUT, or wheel tax, usually generates
$1 million in revenue and the budget has remained constant at $900,000. Director Kuhl mentioned that
the 6nly way to increase revenues right now is to look at funding from EDIT or increase the wheel tax,
which she doesn’t believe the Council is in favor of right now.

President Gutwein noted the Rainy Day balances, but suggested even though it appears to be raining, it
could get worse. Members agreed to leave balances where they stand for now.

President Gutwein asked the Recorder if any salaries of the elected position or full time positions could be
paid from the Security ID fund used to redact social security numbers. Recorder Oneta Tolle explained
that almost all of the work has been outsourced and the funds will pay for the contract. This project is in
conjunction with the imaging project paid from the Record Perpetuation fund. Members asked if the
redacting project could be supervised by an employee and hence part of the employee’s salary paid from
the ID fund. Recorder Tolle was not inclined to do so because the project is not underway.
Councilmember Vernon asked about the $5,000 part time included in that budget — is it a new person?
Members would like to see current staff do this work and charge the expense to this fund. Attorney
Luhman explained that the money can be used to “maintain and implement technology”. Ultimately,
without proving a full time position or any portion could be paid from this fund, members opted to reduce
the part time request to $0.

Sheriff Tracy Brown noted the E-911 budgets were pushing $2 million a few years ago and they have
worked with the Wireless Board to improve revenue and have also cut expenses. Adjustments have been
made so it continues to be sustainable.

Surveyor Zach Beasley explained the various budgets under the Surveyor and gave a brief history of some
of the funds as they were intended to be used. Phase II fees and policies continue to be pursued,
particularly charging between governmental entities.

In regard to Economic Development funds (EDIT Fund 301), members cautioned to monitor the cash
balance to make sure projects don’t exceed availability. EDIT funds corner stone perpetuation, GIS, the
parking garage bond payment, and the current reassessment contract. It is also funding some drainage
projects and has funded road improvements in the past.

Councilmember Kemper mentioned the struggles of Court Services over the past year and cuts that have
been made to sustain the programs. Personnel cuts have been made and additional cuts may be necessary
before the end of the year. Much like Probation, Court Services has two funds that are used to
supplement each other. Director Cindy Houseman will be meeting with HR Coordinator Mennen in the
near future.

General Fund position cuts and changes during hearings are as follows:
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‘Posrirtriqn Changes 7 ~ General Fund
Villa Dishwasher B 23,257
MITS System Coordinator 34,097
TEMA Deputy Director 30,144
Area Plan Draftsperson 7 i . 35418
Building Permits Inspector 40,492
Cary Home Adolescent Care Specialist L2982
Clerk Child Support N i 27,238
Commissioners Accounts Payable B 25,436
Maintenance Custodian 23,598
Prosecutor Attorney B , ' 52,260
Prosecutor Secretary ] 27,702
Extension Program Assistant 29,758
Recorder UCC Supervisor (moved to RP Fund) 37,580
Probation Officer (moved from User Fee Fund) -35,543

Total 38,258

President Gutwein outlined the outstanding work items: Probation, Court Services, and General Fund.
HR Coordinator Mennen discussed some of the County’s benefit consultant’s ideas for cuts — definitely
move forward with the clinic. It has been shown that there is potential savings of approximately 2:1 for
dollars spent. It greatly depends on utilization. The County conducted an employee survey to gauge
potential participation. Results indicated employees are overwhelmingly in favor. Councilmember
Basham pointed out that 58% of employees did not respond. Discounted services at the clinic include
labs and drug and alcohol screenings. That option could save some departments who conduct screenings
regularly. Generic drugs will be at no cost to employees.

Changes to the structure in benefit plan need to be altered in conjunction with the clinic. Bumping the
employee percentage share of premium is another option, as mentioned earlier. Much of the clinic has
been modeled after Fairfield Manufacturing. Their clinic opened in May. Commissioners are seeking
support of the clinic before moving forward. Commissioner Murtaugh mentioned plans have been drawn
and they would like to proceed. Construction costs are budgeted for the current year, including
equipment at $100,000.

The clinic is proposed to follow a twenty four hour clinic model. Twenty professional hours and twenty-
four hours for an RN and Medical Assistant is to be available, to be adjusted based on need. The budget
should call for $50/per employee per month for service and supplies. The contract is a three year
contract. -Approximately $345,000 per year included in the health insurance line will fund the clinic.

HR Coordinator Mennen noted that she has requested data from CIGNA to see how many MRI’s and
what utilization is necessary to see a return of the $445,000 investment. Numbers may not come in before
a contract is signed if we want to have clinic in place by January 1. President Gutwein asked for
consensus. Councilmember Kemper gave positive feedback. Councilmember Winger offered support
and also suggested marketing to employees in order to obtain the return on investment we think is
possible. Other savings are outlined as follows:






































































































































































































